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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's amendment filed on Jan. 30, 2008 has been entered. Claims 1-33 are pending. 
Claims 1,8, 17 and 24 are amended by the applicant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this 
country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claim 1, 8, 17 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Safadi (US 
Pub. No. 2003/0126086). 

As per claim 1 , Safadi discloses: 

a server, wherein if the server receives multimedia contents from one of a plurality of DRM server 
groups having a unique DRM solution respectively [Fig. 1], the server performs communication 
relating to services with the corresponding DRM server group according to the DRM solution of the 
received multimedia contents, converts the received multimedia contents into multimedia contents 
having a format suitable for at least one client of the intranet and transmits the converted multimedia 
contents to the client [Fig. 1, paragraph 0017, 0021, 0023, 0026, 0028]. 
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As per claim 8 , it encompasses limitations that are similar to limitations of claim 1 . Thus, it is rejected 
with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above. 

As per claim 17 , it encompasses limitations that are similar to limitations of claim 1. Thus, it is 
rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above. 

As per claim 24 , it encompasses limitations that are similar to limitations of claim 1. Thus, it is 
rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 2-4, 9-11, 18-20 and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Safadi (US Pub. No. 2003/01 26086) and in view of Russ et al (US Patent No. 6,748,080). 



As per claim 2 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Russ teaches the converted multimedia 
contents are encrypted and transmitted to the client [Fig. 3, col. 16 lines 9-13, 64-67, col. 17 lines 1- 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Russ with Safadi, since one would have been motivated to provide security 
and control concerns for the operators of the subscriber network system [Russ, col. 2 lines 11-13]. 

As per claim 3 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Russ teaches: 

the server translates a license received through the Internet to be suitable for the client of the intranet 
and additionally transmits the translated license to the client [Fig. 3, 7, col. 21 lines 21-65]. 

As per claim 4 , the rejection of claim 3 is incorporated and Russ teaches: 
the translated license is encrypted and transmitted to the client [Fig. 3, 7, col. 21 lines 21-65]. 

As per claim 9 , the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are similar 
to limitations of claim 2. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 2 above. 

As per claim 10 , the rejection of claim 9 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 3. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 3 
above. 

As per claim 1 1 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 4. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 4 
above. 
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As per claim 18 , the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 2. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 2 
above. 

As per claim 19 , the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 3. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 3 
above. 

As per claim 20 , the rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 4. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 4 
above. 

As per claim 25 , the rejection of claim 24 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 2. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 2 
above. 

As per claim 26 , the rejection of claim 25 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 3. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 3 
above. 
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As per claim 27 , the rejection of claim 26 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 4. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 4 
above. 

4. Claims 5 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Safadi (US 
Pub. No. 2003/0126086) in view of Russ et al (US Patent No. 6,748,080) and in view of Fransdonk 
(US Patent No. 7,228,427). 

As per claim 5 , the rejection of claim 2 or 4 is incorporated and Russ teaches the encryption is 
performed using a key [col. 20 lines 11-20]. 

Fransdonk teaches the encryption is performed using a group key of the server [Fig. 2, col. 17 lines 
49-50]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Fransdonk with Safadi and Russ, since one would have been motivated to 
distribute and deliver the content via a communication network securely [Fransdonk, col. 1 lines 30- 
32]. 

As per claim 21 , the rejection of claim 18 or 20 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 5. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 5 
above. 
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5. Claims 6, 7, 12, 16, 22, 23, 28 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Safadi (US Pub. No. 2003/0126086) in view of Russ et al (US Patent No. 
6,748,080) and in view of Hans et al (US Patent No. 7,200,575). 

As per claim 6 , the rejection of claim 3 is incorporated and Russ teaches: 

request a license for multimedia contents from a corresponding DRM server group which provides the 
multimedia contents [Fig. 1, col. 10 lines 48-50]; a content conversion unit operable to decrypt 
multimedia contents received from the corresponding DRM server group, and converting the 
decrypted multimedia contents into multimedia contents having a format suitable for the client; and a 
license translation unit operable to translate a license received from the corresponding DRM server 
group into a license having a format suitable for the client [col. 3, 7, col. 15, lines 34-44, col. 21 lines 
21-65]. 

Hans teaches: the server comprises a plurality of proxy managers constructed according to DRM 
server groups [Fig. 1-3], and performing registration of the client [Fig. 4 col. 5 lines 60-67]. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Hans with Safadi and Russ, since one would have been motivated to manage 
the access to the digital content and control the distribution of digital content [Hans, col. 1 lines 6-7, 
48-49]. 

As per claim 7 , the rejection of claim 3 is incorporated and Hans teaches: 

a report/billing unit operable to arrange multimedia content usage details of the client, and to transmit 
the arranged multimedia content usage details to the DRM server group, and to transmit information 
relating to billing [Fig. 3, 4, 5]. 
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As per claim 12 , the rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and Russ teaches: 

a content decryption unit operable to decrypt the multimedia contents which are encrypted and 
transmitted; and a rights management unit operable to decrypt the license which is encrypted and 
transmitted, and to check whether the decrypted multimedia contents are executed in the client to be 
suitable for the decrypted license [Fig. 9 col. 16-67]. 

Hans teaches: an authentication and access control unit operable to perform registration of the client 
on the server and access to the server [Fig. 4, 5]. 

As per claim 16 , the rejection of claim 12 is incorporated and Hans teaches: 

a report unit for reporting usage details of the transmitted multimedia contents to the server [Fig. 3-5]. 

As per claim 22 , the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 

similar to limitations of claim 7. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 7 

above. 

As per claim 23 . the rejection of claim 22 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 7. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 7 
above. 

As per claim 28 , the rejection of claim 27 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 12. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 12 
above. 
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As per claim 32 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 16. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 16 
above. 

6. Claims 13-15 and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Safadi (US Pub. No. 2003/0126086) in view of Russ et al (US Patent No. 6,748,080) in view of Hans 
et al (US Patent No. 7,200,575) and in view of Fransdonk (US Patent No. 7,228,427). 
As per claim 13 , the rejection of claim 12 is incorporated and Russ teaches the encryption is 
performed using a key [col. 20 lines 11-20]. 

Fransdonk teaches the encryption is performed using a group key of the server [Fig. 2, col. 17 lines 
49-50]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Fransdonk with Safadi, Russ and Hans, since one would have been 
motivated to distribute and deliver the content via a communication network securely [Fransdonk, col. 
1 lines 30-32]. 

As per claim 14 , the rejection of claim 12 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 13. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 13 
above. 

As per claim 15 , the rejection of claim 13 or 14 is incorporated and Fransdonk teaches the decryption 
is performed using a client key corresponding to the group key of the server [Fig. 2, col. 17 lines 49- 
50]. 

As per claim 29 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and Russ teaches the encryption is 
performed using a key [col. 20 lines 11-20]. 
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Fransdonk teaches the encryption is performed using a group key of the server [Fig. 2, col. 17 lines 
49-50]. 

As per claim 30 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 14. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 14 
above. 

As per claim 31 . the rejection of claim 29 or 30 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations that are 
similar to limitations of claim 15. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 15 
above. 

As per claim 33 , the rejection of claim 15 is incorporated and Hans teaches 

said client key is assigned to register DRM smart clients through the platform authentication and 
access control unit [Fig. 3, 5]. 



Response to Amendment 

7. Applicant has amended claims 1, 8, 17, 24 which necessitated new ground of rejection. See 
rejection above. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Lockhart et al (US 6944776) - System and method for data fights management; Tso et al (US 
6892226) - System for delivery of dynamic content to client device; Clark et al (US 6704733) - 
Distributing electronic books over a computer network; Chang et al (US 6963972) - Method and 
apparatus for networked information dissemination through secure transcoding. 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded 
of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the 
mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Nirav Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-5936. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571- 
272-3859. The fax and phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2100. 

NBP 

5/6/08 

/KIMYEN VU/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2135 



